Introduction
Social media provide a powerful tool for organizations to spread their messages and unite individuals toward a common purpose. The power of social media can be understood by the success of the Kony2012
YouTube video: 100 million hits within one week. Sharing and retweeting the link are said to be responsible for this campaign going viral (Kanani 2012 ). This campaign serves as an example for organizations and groups to effectively harness the power of web communities to spur action.
Among environmental groups, social media use is fast gaining ground not only as a tool, but also as an image builder. The concept of electronic communication may create the image of "being green" or sustainability in their communication methods, and therefore, may contribute to efforts at promoting environmental conservation and protection. Whether this is perceived on the audience level is still being measured. Nevertheless, it is anticipated that social media such as Facebook, YouTube, and Twitter may prove equally beneficial for environmental groups to access user mind space.
YouTube gives users access to millions of videos. Environmental organizations explaining the ill effects of coal, the impacts of climate change, and other environmental issues can reach their target audience by uploading videos on this web site and sending its link or embedding the video in different places. These videos can have large impacts and cause major repercussions among viewers. For example, a protest Greenpeace members launched using a YouTube video regarding palm oil sources from unsustainably managed rainforests in Indonesia forced Nestlé to reconsider its social media and business strategy. A barrage of comments on Nestlé's Facebook fan page followed as a result of the Greenpeace protest. User comments were not properly managed, thus bringing Nestlé to its knees (Fox 2010 ). Here we can see how effective YouTube videos can be to spur the intent to be environmentally active and engaged among people, and which framing methods are more effective at doing so.
A number of nationally recognized environmental organizations, such as The World Wildlife Fund, use YouTube to broadcast their messages. "Tools like Facebook, YouTube, and Twitter have allowed the WWF and its individual campaigns to increase engagement by doing things like post status updates from the field, share information about environmental conservation, link back to the WWF web site, and speak directly with supporters" (Catone 2009 ). Claire Carlton, the social media manager for WWF's Climate Policy Campaign in 2009 further stated, "I see our web site as our home base, the blog as our podium and Twitter, YouTube, Flickr and LinkedIn as our mega phone…" (Catone 2009 ).
Literature R eview

Framing
The entire study of mass communications, according to McQuail (2004) , is based on the premise that media exposure causes some level of significant effect. The schools of thought range from direct effects (Lazarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet, 1944) to limited effects (Katz and Lazarsfeld, 1955) to cultural effects, to the current approach, which attempts to encompass a combination of approaches, acknowledging it is not necessarily what is done to media consumers, but how they consume media and the context of this usage (Williams 2003) .
The media usually set frames of reference for how a particular issue is perceived. They create a 'hook' on it, taking into account issues such as audience, organizational and modality constraints, and professional judgment (Neuman, Just, and Crigler 1992) .
Most analyses of media content will examine the newshook or "frame" of a news product. The frame has ties to media effects as well as uses and gratification theories (Scheufele 1999) . Launched by Goffman in 1974, framing's roots are in sociology. Goffman's work popularized framing as a metaphor to study organization of social information in daily life. This type of framing, according to Gitlin (2003) , Daniel Kahneman and Amos Tversky applied framing in experimental designs to examine risk judgments and consumer choices in the 1970s and '80s. The two cognitive psychologists discovered the different ways in which a message is presented or "framed" -apart from the content itself -can produce very different responses, depending on terminology used to describe the problem or the visual context provided in the message. They concluded in their Nobel Prize-winning research that, "perception is reference dependent" (Kahneman 2003, p. 716) ; participants selected and highlighted some features of reality while omitting others. Surprisingly, participants' decisions were affected even when language was skewed (likely deaths v probable lives saved). Edelman (1993) says framing research indicates the information excluded is as important as the information included.
Distinct from framing present in daily life, media frames organize the social world for both journalists and media consumers who rely on their reports, offering "a set of interpretive packages that give meaning to an issue" (Gamson and Modigliani 1989, p. 3) . When it comes to environmental issues, such as climate change, Nisbet says two Americas exist (2009). One way to reach audiences is to recruit their influential peers to pass on selectively framed information about climate change that resonates with the background of the targeted audience and that addresses their personal information needs (Nisbet 2009 ). The same principle can be applied for other environmental issues, such as the ill effects of using coal as an energy source.
Based on this prior literature, it can be concluded that one way or another framing influences an individual who views a video or a commercial for a particular cause or product. Thus, a video educating a viewer about the ill effects of coal through fear, for instance, will have a different effect on a viewer educated simply through the passing along of information. Katz, Gurevitch & Haas (1973) concluded that peers and opinion leaders rather than mass media were most influential in opinion formation. Bandura (1982) says perceived self-efficacy "is concerned with judgments of how well one can execute courses of action required to deal with prospective situations" (p. 122). Self-perceptions of efficacy influence thought patterns, emotional arousal, decisions, and actions. Efficacy in managing one's environment is not a static sense of simply knowing what to do; it involves an ongoing capability that combines and organizes cognitive, social, and behavioral skills to serve a purpose.
Efficacy
We measure this in order to determine the likelihood a person will be motivated to take action by environmental groups' social media offerings. Self-efficacy can determine future action based on perceived competency. Perceived efficacy will determine whether coping behavior will be initiated, how much effort will be expended, and how long it will be sustained in the face of obstacles and aversive experiences (Bandura 1977) .
In terms of reaction to environmental groups' social media efforts, perceived efficacy plays an important role in that a person's feeling will allow him or her to interpret an ad's call to action as something he can accomplish. Bandura (1982) found the higher the level of induced perceived-efficacy, the higher the performance accomplishments and the lower the emotional arousal. The more capable a person views himself, the more likely he is to act on messages of an environmental advertisement, and ultimately to be successful in his pursuit.
Attitude Measurement in College Students
The survey targets college students ages 17 -24. While we acknowledge limitations of this narrow demographic, it represents the most engaged user group for social media (International Center for Media and the Public Agenda 2010). It also marks the group presently targeted in activist efforts as it represents a population perhaps easiest to recruit towards a new belief, attitude, or behavior. Visser & Krosnick (1998) offer the 18-25 age group in their "impressionable years hypothesis," This hypothesis holds that individuals are highly susceptible to attitude change in late adolescence and early adult years, but this susceptibility drops soon after and would remain low for the rest of life. The hypothesis acknowledges the extreme shifting of life roles during these years (leaving home, attending university, beginning a job, starting a family, leaving one's opinion leaders from childhood: family, education, religious institution, athletics, etc.) exposes individuals to perhaps more new stimuli and experiences within a quick time span than other phases of life. Thus, the hypothesis declares this age group holds the least stable attitudes for the exposure not only to new stimuli, but perhaps the willingness to explore new information and alter belief structures.
Speaking to this age group in the correct channel -social media -would be the appropriate mode of delivery for any nonprofit seeking new recruits. Miller's 2010 survey found that 93 percent of respondents indicated interest in environmental issues (water, land, air pollution) while 36 percent follow a nonprofit environmental organization through social media.
It is suggested the Internet plays a pivotal role in initiating and steering the rise in activism (Postmes and Brunsting 2002) . Collective actions in the offline world are increasingly complemented by online equivalents -a trend that began in the late '90s (Postmes and Brunsting 2002) and continues to proliferate as evidenced by recent political upheavals (Jensen 2011 ). Postmes and Brunsting posit that virtual online groups may transform collective action by fostering new, increased membership; mass communication succeeds in activating and mobilizing those who were less politically active. It is important to explore this link as college students continue to use social media to engage with individuals, causes, and organizations.
College students also are much more likely than the general population to have Internet access.
Among undergraduate and graduate college students, 98 percent and 99 percent respectively, are Internet users (Smith et al. 2011) . As content continues to shift to the Internet, users are becoming accustomed to accessing media through mobile phones, laptops and computers -as these devices have become extensions of college students themselves (ICMPA 2010). As social media have proliferated on the Internet, the young adult demographic has fostered its growth. If college students had an interest in environmental issues, social media would be a key indicator in their engagement with the organizations.
The Sierra Club's "Beyond Coal" campaign is one example as it specifically targets college students to carry the long-term, anti-coal message (Sierra Club 2011). As a grassroots, community-organizing effort to halt use of coal-fired plants, the campaign has stopped over 150 proposed coal-fired power plants, largely through campus organizing and activism, including a promise from American Electric Power to stop burning coal at three sites in Indiana, Ohio and Kentucky by 2015. Beyond Coal outreach is largely through social media, including the 'unfriend coal' Facebook page and targeting individual university Facebook pages with anti-coal campaign messages.
As the college student demographic is a strong indicator of Internet access and social media usage, our sample population will provide key insight into environmental organizations' usage of social media and how their message is being received. It also likely may indicate benchmark environmental beliefs and attitudes among this targeted population as they enter university and their first years on campus.
Ecological Concern
Despite extensive research dedicated to examining environmental beliefs and attitudes, the dimensions of environmental concern remain ambiguous. Xiao & Dunlap (2007) employ a belief systems perspective along with Confirmatory Factor Analysis to test a conceptualization of environmental concern. In their study, environmental concern consists of two components: environmental domain and concern domain. Within this structure is a dual approach to conceptualize the concern component: policy (perceived importance of environmental issues; opinions about major causes of environmental problems; willingness to pay for environmental protection; support of government policy and regulation; various proenvironment acts and activism) and theoretical (affective, cognitive, and behavioral expressions of concern). The authors use data from 1992 Health of the Planet Survey (Gallup International) in Canada and the U.S. and construct national probability samples from these two countries to administer a survey.
They employ eight markers of eco concern, ranging from willingness to pay, willingness to act upon community and / or local issues as well as national and /or global issues.
The authors report 6 of 8 facets measure one latent construct of eco concern with significant results.
Among their conclusions are suggestions the general public holds a relatively well-organized, broad sense of "concern for the environment". They also report this broad-based concern is multi-faceted and future research needs to further operationalize this complexity and degrees of concern. Dietz, Dan, and Shwom (2007) examine the role social factors play in influencing support for policy to reduce greenhouse gas as a tactic to combating climate change. The authors offer the values-beliefsnorms theory of eco concern and behavior, which predicts support for action in relation to difficulty or costs of implementing policies. This theory suggests personal values influence general beliefs toward the environment, which further shape beliefs about consequences of eco change on the focus of those values.
Employing the norm activation model calls up the question of risk and self-efficacy: this model suggests a person's specific beliefs about threats to valued eco objects (places, wildlife, pollution, etc) influence perceptions about abilities to reduce threats to those valued objects, which further stipulates norms about taking any action.
The authors queried Michigan and Virginia residents by mail on support for eight policy options to reduce burning fossil fuels. Options were 1) tax subsidy on homes and businesses using solar, wind and alternative energies and 2) remove federal subsidy from fossil fuel industries to develop cleaner energy options. Consistent with prior literature, participants indicated strongest support for #2 (cutting the federal subsidy to fossil fuel-based industries) while options that offered most direct impact on citizens, such as a gas tax, received the least support.
Their results mirror what Leiserowitz (2006) found in his national U.S. survey: 77% supported government regulation of carbon dioxide as a pollutant and shift in subsidies from fossil fuel industries. 54% supported a gas guzzler tax, but overall 78% opposed a general gas tax. But he further explored the roles of affect, imagery, and values in perceptions of risk and policy support, reporting that experientially derived knowledge is often more compelling and more likely to influence behavior than is abstract knowledge gained from opinion leaders and media.
Lastly, Weber and Stern (2011) say one reason why people do not make it a priority to reduce greenhouse gases (either personally or in support of public policy) is because they do not prefer to view or position governing bodies in the enforcer role. The logistics notwithstanding, the authors also take aim at mass media for providing balanced reports on the evidence and new research as it appears. As the issue has become a polarizing political debate, ideas and thoughts gathered from opinion leaders may offer biased information intended to persuade rather than inform. Altogether, the authors say these factors offer a confusing image for media consumers who already likely find scientific evidence hard to decipher.
Other than extreme events, such as the snowstorm of winter 2011 or the drought of summer 2012, not many citizens experience climate change effects directly, which, the authors say, further creates resistance to visualizing and accepting scientific evidence.
Met hods
Environmental organizations increasingly are shifting communication, outreach, and development activities to adopt the new tools available through social media. Specifically, YouTube allows organizations to use video and audio to frame environmental issues. Our project examined whether fear-based or information-based environmental video messages are more likely to spur behavioral intention to take action. We also explored how perceived efficacy and fear affect an individual's behavioral intent to take action on environmental issues. For this study, we have chosen an experiment and survey as our method for gathering information and opinions.
We randomly assigned a questionnaire that contains a video about coal from the Sierra Club to half of the participants. The video offers much information about coal use as an energy source from its harvest to its effects and details ways people and communities can reduce dependence on coal for energy. The other half of the participants received a questionnaire that includes a video about coal from Greenpeace. The video contains no information about coal. Instead, it is an ominous animation that starts with a single piece of coal that ends up destroying the world. User-generated content domains that include blogs and web forums, social bookmarking sites, photo and video sharing communities, as well as social networking platforms such as Facebook and MySpace, which offers a combination of all of these with an emphasis on the relationships among the users of the community.
We used Witte's 1992 definition of fear:
Fear is a negatively valenced emotion, accompanied by a high level of arousal, and is elicited by a threat that is perceived to be significant and personally relevant.
We used Witte's 1994 definition of threat:
A danger or harm that exists in the environment whether an individual knows it or not.
We used Witte's 1992 definition of perceived self-efficacy: An individual's belief in his or her ability to perform the recommended response. (e.g., "I think I can reduce my energy use to prevent coal pollution").
We used Witte's 1992 definition of perceived response efficacy: An individual's beliefs as to whether a response effectively prevents the threat.
Hypotheses
Based on Davis, who found the intentions to participate in environmentally responsible behaviors are best fostered through communications that present simple, clear, and understandable actions presented in a context that stresses how the target will be personally, negatively affected (1995), the following is offered: H1: An environmental message that details ways to take action against a problem will be positively associated with behavioral intent to take action.
Based on Witte (1992) , who found fear appeal messages with high levels of threat and low levels of efficacy result in message rejection, the following is offered:
H2: An environmental message based on fear will be negatively associated with behavioral intent to take action against a problem.
Based on Bandura (1994) , who found that creating and strengthening self-beliefs of efficacy is through the vicarious experiences provided by social models and seeing people similar to oneself succeed by sustained effort raises observers' beliefs that they too possess the capabilities to master comparable activities required to succeed, the following is offered:
H3: An environmental message that offers ways to take action against a problem will be positively associated with perceived efficacy.
Based on Bandura (1982) , who found the higher a level of induced self-efficacy, the higher the performance accomplishments and the lower the emotional arousal, the following is offered:
H4:
Higher perceived efficacy will be positively associated with behavioral intent to take action against a problem.
And
H5:
Lower perceived efficacy will be negatively associated with behavioral intent to take action against a problem.
Measures Ecological concern, perceived knowledge, and activism
Before examining the effects of environmental information presented through YouTube, we first determined participants' level of ecological concern, perceived knowledge level of coal use, and level of ecological activism with the following statements, using a 7 pt. Likert Scale:
Level of ecological concern
• I am concerned with the state of the world's environment today.
• It is important to reduce our dependency on coal.
• Coal really doesn't affect our environment.
• The US should take steps to reduce our dependency on coal.
Perceived knowledge of coal
• I have a high knowledge of the environmental impacts of coal.
Level of ecological activism
• I have called or written a political figure to express my opinion about an environmental issue.
• I have worked for environmental groups or causes.
• I have donated money to an environmental protection group.
• I have signed a petition in favor of protection of some part of the environment.
Self-efficacy
After showing one group of participants the Greenpeace video and the other group the Sierra Club video, we first determined levels of self-efficacy among participants. Self-efficacy represents one core aspect of social-cognitive theory; it affects how people feel, think, and act (Bandura 1977) . General self-efficacy is sense of personal competence to deal effectively with a variety of stressful situations (Schwarzer and Jerusalem 1995) . We measured self-efficacy among participants with the following statements, which participants will respond to with a Likert scale (4-pt: 1 = Not at all true 2 = Hardly true 3 = Moderately true 4 = Exactly true):
• I can help solve environmental problems if I invest the necessary effort.
• I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected environmental events.
• When I am confronted with a problem, I can usually find several solutions.
• I can usually handle whatever comes my way.
Response efficacy
We measured participants' response efficacy after viewing videos on environmental impacts of coal with the following statements, which they responded to with a 7 pt Likert scale:
Our country could be much safer from the effects of coal if we:
• Invest more heavily in renewable energy.
• Reduce personal coal consumption.
• Contact government officials to tell them to curb coal usage.
• Join an environmental organization to work to stop coal usage.
Threat severity and likelihood
We measured participants' perception of threat from coal use (both severity and likelihood) after viewing videos on environmental impacts of coal with the following statements, which they responded to using a 7 pt. Likert scale:
Threat severity -Likert scale (7 pt. Strongly Agree -Strongly Disagree):
• Coal is a harmful environmental contaminant.
• Coal harms wildlife.
• Coal harms people.
Threat likelihood -Likert scale (7 pt. Very Likely -Very Unlikely):
Due to burning coal for energy in the U.S., how likely is it that:
• There is air pollution.
• There are harmful effects to wildlife.
• There are harmful effects to people.
Fear/Affect
We measured participants' fear of coal usage after viewing videos on environmental impacts of coal with the following statements, which they responded to using a Likert scale (7 pt.: Very concerned -Very unconcerned): I am concerned:
• Burning coal for energy is going to harm wildlife.
• Burning coal for energy is going to impact my health.
• Burning coal for energy is going to impact the health of people I know.
Behavioral Intentions
We measured participants' behavioral intentions after viewing videos on environmental impacts of coal with the following statements, which they responded to using a Likert scale (7 pt. Strongly AgreeStrongly Disagree):
• My willingness to donate to an environmental group that is working to stop coal usage is high.
• My willingness to donate my time to an environmental group that is working to stop coal usage is high.
Individual characteristics
The final questions in the questionnaire surveyed participants on demographics: age, gender, ethnicity, and household income.
Sample
The sampling method is nonprobability purposive sampling. We surveyed three undergraduate communications classes at a major Midwestern university: with a potential of approximately 500 students, our results show the response rate is 322 (N = 305 completed surveys), or 64%. We have chosen to survey this demographic because, as previously mentioned, it represents the most engaged user group for social media. Also, this convenience sample is representative of a typical undergraduate population at a public institution of higher education. Each participant received an email invitation to an online survey through a course instructor not affiliated with the research study. For participation, participants earned extra credit.
The demographics questions asked include gender, birth year, family income bracket, and ethnicity.
The results are as follows: Of the respondents who chose to answer the gender question, 66% percent reported female (212), and 28.7% (92) 
Data Ana lysis
After a visual inspection of the data, a t Test was run to assess reliability of variables and to assess whether our manipulation did succeed in creating two distinct groups.
To test H1 and H2, a scale was created and a t Test was run to check reliability for the behavioral intention variable. Reliability tests for the scale were run, indicating a Cronbach's alpha = .800
[ Figure 1 ].
An independent-samples t Test was calculated comparing the mean score of participants who viewed the informative coal video vs. those participants who viewed the fear-based video. No significant difference was found ( t (303) = .460 p > .05 ). The mean of the informative video viewers (m = 3.646, sd = 1.5) was not significantly different from the mean of the fear-based video viewers (m = 3.58, sd = 1.258).
Thus, Hypothesis 1, which states, "an environmental message that details ways to take action against a problem will be positively associated with behavioral intent to take action," and Hypothesis 2, which states, "An environmental message based on fear will be negatively associated with behavioral intent to take action against a problem," were not supported as it is not proved two different groups were created with our video treatment.
For Hypothesis 3, which states, "An environmental message that offers ways to take action against a problem will be positively associated with perceived efficacy": t ( Intent is predicted at 1.154 and will increase at .530 as the perceived efficacy measure increases.
For Hypothesis 5, a simple linear regression was calculated predicting lower perceived efficacy with behavioral intention to take action.
To further test H4 and H5, a Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated for the relationship between participants' perceived efficacy with behavioral intent. A moderate correlation was found, r (303) = .539, p < .001), indicating a significant linear relationship between the two variables (Table 1) .
Participants who have higher perceived efficacy tend to have greater behavioral intent. Conversely, participants who have lower perceived efficacy tend to show lower behavioral intent. Tests for reliability on the perceived efficacy and behavioral intention scale were run, and Cronbach's alpha is as follows:
.804 and .802 respectively (Figure 1 ).
Discussion
In analyzing responses to two YouTube videos about dangers of coal use, we found a significant relationship between fear and perceived efficacy and a participant's behavioral intent to be active and engaged in environmental issues. Fear became a sub-group, and participants who reported high fear levels and high perceived efficacy levels were more likely to report higher behavioral intent.
Findings support Witte's (1992) Extended Parallel Process Model, which states "when threat is perceived as low, there is no motivation to process the message further, efficacy is not evaluated and there is no response to the fear appeal." Conversely, findings support the model's prediction that when perceived threat and perceived efficacy are high, danger control processes are initiated. When people experience fear and feel threatened, and they feel responses could avert the threat, they are motivated to take action. Our study examined behavioral intent to take action, and the higher fear levels and higher perceived efficacy did support the model and elicit higher behavioral intent.
Our study measures for fear (I am concerned … burning coal for energy is going to harm wildlife, burning coal for energy is going to impact my health, burning coal for energy is going to impact the health of people I know) may have been skewed toward measuring perceived threat. Yet, findings remain consistent with the front end of the Extended Parallel Process Model as perceived threat and perceived efficacy were positively associated with behavioral intent, and perceived threat is a component of fear.
The manipulation experiment did not work. Participants were randomly assigned to view one of two videos about coal use. One video produced by Sierra Club was informative, and one video produced by Greenpeace was fear-based. We hypothesized the informative video would elicit higher behavioral intent because it detailed ways to take action against a problem, which would ostensibly increase perceived efficacy. The second video, however, created higher fear levels. It is logical to conclude the manipulations didn't work because the videos worked against each other as both bolstered a variable (informative video -perceived efficacy, fear-based video -perceived threat/fear) that work in conjunction to elicit higher behavioral intent.
We did find, however, the information-based video did not elicit significantly higher perceived efficacy. This finding may be attributed to a failed manipulation. While the information-based video contained facts and ways to take action, we found that perceived efficacy was consistent with selfefficacy responses prior to the manipulation. This suggests self-efficacy was a stronger indicator of perceived efficacy, and further proves the manipulation video test was not successful.
Social media remain in the nascent stages of becoming preferred communication vehicles for businesses and nonprofits organizations. This study supports earlier research that showed increasing the perceived efficacy and perceived threat of an individual will lead to higher levels of behavioral intent.
Fear appeals using high perceived threat have great potential for stimulating behavioral change. As environmental organizations continue to utilize social media platforms in an attempt to spur user engagement, activism, and donations, it would be prudent for them include information on ways to take action against an environmental problem, but also to detail the threats faced if action is not taken.
Limitation s
This study sampled a student population specifically to examine usage and potential effects of social media on this demographic for their high use, their skill, and their targeting by the nonprofit environmental groups. Our population for this study is mass communication students at a large Midwestern university; the authors acknowledge that a more diverse swath of the university population might produce different results. Also, it is possible that mass comm students might be interested more in the actual videos' production than the messages presented and therefore, less affected by the treatment.
Additionally, the demographic data collected indicate homogeneity among the participants -81%
Caucasian, 26% are 18 years old, 66% are female, and 55% are in the $75,000 to $125,000 income bracket -suggesting like ideas or experiences among the 305 respondents as they potentially share similar backgrounds (ethnic), family income bracket, and gender.
Thus, our results may lack strength in generalizing to a broader population of college-aged social media users.
A second limitation inherent in survey research is question bias. As participants responded to a series of questions relating to environmental threats of coal, their activism and overall concern for environmental issues, research shows respondents might sense social desirability and respond accordingly, whether it reflects their true opinions or not. Thus, data collected may not truly reflect the population's level of environmental concern and activism.
Lastly, because the video treatment appears not to have caused much reaction in the respondents', per their answers to questions, it must be questioned whether the "fear" variable was created in sufficient strength, as stated earlier. The questions measuring fear (I am concerned … burning coal for energy is going to harm wildlife, burning coal for energy is going to impact my health, burning coal for energy is going to impact the health of people I know) are skewed toward perceived threat. A supplemental study would select videos for the treatment that contain a more histrionic approach to the matter of coal use as an energy source so to induce a greater level of fear among participants.
Additionally, further research would benefit from selecting video messages from the same organization, as it is possible participants bring biases against the organizations that produced the videos.
A further option would be to offer the videos "blind" so participants would be prevented from knowing the information source. •It is important to reduce our dependency on coal.
•Coal really doesn't affect our environment.
•The US should take steps to reduce our dependency on coal. •I have worked for environmental groups or causes.
•I have donated money to an environmental protection group.
•I have signed a petition in favor of protection of some part of the environment.
•There is not much that any one individual can do to protect the environment.
pt. Strong AgreeStrongly Disagree)
Self-Efficacy • I can help solve environmental problems if I invest the necessary effort.
Likert Scale (7 pt. Strong AgreeStrongly Disagree) (Schwarzer and Jerusalem1995) Response (perceived) efficacy Our country could be much safer from the effects of burning coal for energy if we …
•Invest more heavily in renewable energy.
•Reduce personal coal consumption.
Likert Scale (7 pt. Strong AgreeStrongly Disagree) Alpha = .802
•Contact government officials to tell them to curb coal usage.
•Join an environmental organization to work to stop coal usage.
Threat Severity
•Coal is a harmful environmental contaminant.
•Coal harms wildlife.
•Coal harms people.
Likert Scale (7 pt. Strong AgreeStrongly Disagree)
Threat Likelihood
Due to burning coal for energy usage in the US, how likely is it that …
•There is air pollution.
•There are harmful effects to wildlife.
•There are harmful effects to people. •Coal is going to harm wildlife.
•Coal usage is going to impact my health.
•Coal is going to impact the health of people I know. 
